REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

This Preliminary Amendment is provided with a continuation application to 
prosecute various rejected claims of parent case Serial No. 09/628,571. Further, 
various amendments to the specification and drawings are made to address 
issues raised by the Examiner in the parent case. Based on the arguments and 
amendments contained herein, Applicant believes all claims to be in condition for 
allowance. 

I. AMENDMENT TO THE DRAWINGS 

Amended drawings are included herewith. As illustrated on the 
accompanying drawings, Figures 4, 6, 7B, and 7D have been amended to correct 
typographical errors only, and thus, do not present new matter. In Figure 4, 
reference number 100 has been changed to 100a. In addition, within cluster 
405a of Figure 4, the reference number 420 has been amended to represent only 
the server and hot client-computing device 100a. Further, Figure 6 has been 
amended to include cache 185b referred to in the Specification. Figure 7b has 
been amended to include method function 705 as recited in the amended 
Specification on page 16, line 1. Reference number 717 has been added to 
Figure 7. In addition, results of the decision boxes have been included for both 
Figure 7b and 7d. These drawing amendments were also made in the parent 
case and approved by the Examiner. Corrected formal drawings are also 
provided concurrently herewith. 

II. OBJECTION TO THE SPECIFICATION 

The Abstract was objected to previously as being not clear or concise. 
Applicant has amended the Abstract as in the parent case. 

III. SECTION 103 REJECTIONS 

Claims 1-18, 25-42, and 49-66 were previously rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,490,594 to Lomet 
(hereinafter "Lomet") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,987,506 to Carter et al. 
(hereinafter "Carter"). Claims 19-24, 43-48, and 67-72 were rejected under 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lomet and Carter and in further view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5.574,902 to Josten et al. (hereinafter "Josten"), None of the cited art 
teaches or suggests all limitations of the currently pending claims. 



109244.01/1662.49101 



Page 19 of 21 



As amended, claim 1 is directed to a "method for delaying asynchronous 

writes in a distributed file system to which a unique identifier is assigned." The 

method comprises, among other limitations, "changing the unique identifier to 

create a current unique identifier upon a failure of the server." Lomet is directed 

to "making applications recoverable from system crashes." Col. 5, lines 42-43. 

Lomet teaches assigning "state IDs" to various states during an application's 

execution. Column 6, lines 22-40 summarize how the state ID information is 

used to recover an application. As stated in Lomet: 

The application state is treated as a single object that can 
be atomically flushed to the stable database. In addition, the 
application operations often cause changes to the data pages, 
records, or other types of objects stored in the volatile cache. The 
modified objects that result from application operations are from 
time to time flushed to the stable database. The flushed 
application states and objects are assigned state IDs to identify 
their place in the execution sequence. Flushing the application 
object effectively installs all the operations, updating the 
application operations that are in the stable log which have earlier 
state IDs. 

As explained above, Lomet discloses assigning the state IDs to 
various execution states within an application's execution. As such, 
Lomet does not teach or suggest assigning the state IDs to a distributed 
file system. None of the other art of record satisfies this deficiency of 
Lomet. Further, none of the art of record teach or suggest "comparing 
the buffered unique identifier with the current unique identifier" that "is 
assigned to the distributed file system" and created "upon a failure of the 
server." Thus for at least these reasons, claim 1 and dependent claims 
2-21 and 24 are allowable. 

Independent claims 25 and 49 also include the limitations noted 
above regarding claim 1. Accordingly, claims 25 and 49 and their 
dependent claims are allowable at least for the same reasons as claim 1 . 
IV. CONCLUSION 

This response constitutes a complete response to all issues raised in the 
Office Action mailed March 18, 2003. In view of the remarks traversing the 
rejections. Applicant asserts that the pending claims are in condition for 
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allowance. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of the 
pending claims. If the Examiner feels that a telephone conference would 
expedite the resolution of this case, he is respectfully requested to contact the 
undersigned. 

In the course of the foregoing discussions. Applicant may have at times 
referred to claim limitations in shorthand fashion, or may have focused on a 
particular claim element. This discussion should not be interpreted to mean that 
the other limitations can be ignored or dismissed. The claims must be viewed as 
a whole, and each limitation of the claims must be considered when determining 
the patentability of the claims. Moreover, it should be understood that there may 
be other distinctions between the claims and the prior art which have yet to be 
raised, but which may be raised in the future. 

If any fees or time extensions are inadvertently omitted or if any fees have 
been overpaid, please appropriately charge or credit those fees to Hewlett- 
Packard Company Deposit Account Number 08-2025 and enter any time 
extension(s) necessary to prevent this case from being abandoned. 

Applicants respectfully request that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued 
in this case. 

Respectfully submitted, 

J^athan M. Harris 
PTO Reg. No. 44.144 
CONLEY ROSE, P.C. 
(713) 238-8000 (Phone) 
(713) 238-8008 (Fax) 
ATTORNEY FOR APPLICANTS 

HEWLETT-PACKARD COMPANY 

Intellectual Property Adnninistration 

Legal Dept., M/S 35 

P.O. Box 272400 

Fort Collins, CO 80527-2400 
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